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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed 5 June 2007, to 
the Original Application, filed 9 December 2003. 

2. The rejection of claims 1-9, 11-12, 14-15, and 23 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Harold, Rusty Elliotte, "XML Bible, hereinafter "Harold", in view 
of Ayers, "AbiWord's Potential", hereinafter "Ayers and Rohr, "RE: Styles Again", 
hereinafter "Rohr", has been withdrawn, however, a new grounds of rejection has been 
added under 25 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1-7, 9-10, 12-18, 20, and 22-23 are pending. Claims 1, 9, and 16 are 
independent claims. 



Claims Rejection - 35 U.S.C. 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-9, 11-12, 14-15, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Harold, Rusty Elliotte, "XML Bible, hereinafter "Harold", in view of 
Ayers, "AbiWord's Potential", hereinafter "Ayers, Rohr, "RE: Styles Again", hereinafter 
"Rohr", and Maslov (U.S. Patent 6,538,673 B1). 

As per independent claims 1, 9, and 16, Harold teaches a method, system, 
and computer storage medium for representing style information in a markup language 
document including determining one or more unique properties corresponding to a style 
that relates to at least one section of the application document, determining whether the 
style is one of a set including a paragraph style, a character style, a table style, and a 
list style, mapping the determined properties of the style into at least one of a markup 
language element, an attribute, and a value, and storing the mapped properties of the 
style in the markup language document. See Harold, pages 1-12, teaching use of XML 
as a markup language in processing electronic documents. See, Harold, page 12, 
teaching association of XML and incorporating style properties with XSL. See 
specifically, Harold, page 8, last full paragraph, teaching XML as a storage format for 
word processors. 

Harold does not teach expressly internally representing an application document 
in an application, such as a word processing application, where the internal 
representation is in a format that is native to the application and the internal 
representation includes unique properties defined by the application. 
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Ayers teaches: "The most significant difference between AbiWord and nearly 
every other word processor available is the nature of the native file format. An *.abw file 
is written in XML and thus is also in ASCII format; the files can be read by any text 
editor." See, Ayers, page 2, fourth paragraph. Therefore, Ayers teaches the limitation 
of "a document that has been generated by an application that uses a file format that is 
specific to the application," and more specifically, teaches a native file format in a 
markup language, specifically XML. 

Rohr teaches including unique properties for describing fields within a document, 
such as character properties and paragraph properties. Rohr further teaches that the 
unique properties relate to at least one section of the application document, such as a 
paragraph within the application document (See Rohr, entire document). 

Maslov teaches that the markup language document may be manipulable on a 
system including one of a server and another system to substantially reproduce the list 
without using the application that generated the markup language document, such as 
displaying, viewing, and navigating the XML document in a browser application, which, 
as was known in the art, may be executed on any computer system running a browser 
software application (See Maslov, Column 2, lines 34-37). 

Harold, Ayers, Rohr, and Maslov are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of creating and manipulating electronic documents. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to include the representation of an application document in a format that is native 
to the application, as taught by Ayers, with the style information of Harold. The 
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motivation for doing so would have been to allow for an extensible definition of the list 
information so as to provide basic Open Source business applications for Linux, 
Windows, and BeOS users (See Ayers, Page 2, 2 nd paragraph). 

At the time of the invention it would also have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to include the definition of character and paragraph properties of Rohr 
with the functionality of Harold and Ayers. The motivation for doing so would have been 
to set the properties of the various components of the document, such as affecting the 
color of the text within a paragraph of the document (See Rohr, Page 1 , italicized text at 
mid-page). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to include the manipulation of the XML document by another system or server, 
such as a computer running a browser application, with the markup language document 
of Harold and Ayers. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow multiple 
users using various operating systems, such as Linux, Windows, and BeOS, to view 
and navigate the markup language document without requiring further conversion of the 
document. 

As per dependent claim 2, claim 2 is rejected on the grounds used in rejection 
of claim 1 above, and claim 2 additionally incorporates substantially similar subject 
matter as that claimed claim 1 above, and is additionally rejected along the same 
rationale as used in the rejection of claim 1 . 

As per dependent claim 3, Harold, Ayers, Rohr, and Maslov teach the 
limitations of claim 2 as described above. Harold also teaches that additional properties 
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are associated with each of the set of styles such that the custom styles are generated 
by selected one or more of the additional properties (See Harold, Pages 333-335). 

As per dependent claim 4, Harold, Ayers, Rohr, and Maslov teach the 
limitations of claim 1 as described above. Harold also teaches that the style is 
categorized according to one of a set including a version of a built-in style, a latent style, 
and a custom style (See Harold, Pages 333-335). 

As per dependent claim 5, Harold, Ayers, Rohr, and Maslov teach the 
limitations of claim 4 as described above. Harold also teaches that a latent style 
includes a style that is a built-in style not yet instantiated by an application, such as a list 
of style sheet elements with associated styles as ID's. There is no requirement that all 
of the ID's be used. Style sheet elements that are built-in, or default, that are not used 
are not yet instantiated and therefore, by definition, are a "latent style.") (See Harold, 
Page 332). 

As per dependent claim 6, Harold, Ayers, Rohr, and Maslov teach the 
limitations of claim 1 as described above. Harold also teaches determining one or more 
unique properties to an additional style that relates to at least one section of the 
application document, mapping the determined properties of the additional style into at 
least one of a markup language element, an attribute, and/or a value, and storing the 
mapped properties of the additional style in the markup language document, such as 
teaching the STYLE attribute attached to an element to change a style in one section of 
the document (See Harold, Pages 333-335). 
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As per dependent claim 7, Harold, Ayers, Rohr, and Maslov teach the 
limitations of claim 1 as described above. Harold also teaches that the mapped 
properties of the style stored in the markup language document are understood by an 
application that understands the markup language when the style is not native to the 
application, such as teaching that XML may be understood by different applications and 
that the XML language is "self-describing." (See Harold, Pages 1-15). 

As per dependent claim 10, claim 10 is rejected on the grounds used in 
rejection of claim 7 above, and claim 10 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that claimed claim 7 above, and is additionally rejected along the 
same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 7. 

As per dependent claim 12, claim 12 is rejected on the grounds used in 
rejection of claim 6 above, and claim 12 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that claimed claim 6 above, and is additionally rejected along the 
same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 6. 

As per dependent claim 13, claim 13 is rejected on the grounds used in 
rejection of claim 3 above, and claim 13 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that claimed claim 3 above, and is additionally rejected along the 
same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 3. 

As per dependent claim 14, claim 14 is rejected on the grounds used in 
rejection of claim 4 above, and claim 14 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that claimed claim 4 above, and is additionally rejected along the 
same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 4. 



Application/Control Number: 10/731 ,518 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2176 

As per dependent claim 15, claim 15 is rejected on the grounds used in 
rejection of claim 5 above, and claim 15 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that claimed claim 5 above, and is additionally rejected along the 
same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 5. 

As per dependent claim 17, claim 17 is rejected on the grounds used in 
rejection of claim 16 above, and claim 17 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that claimed claim 16 above, and is additionally rejected along the 
same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 16. 

As per dependent claim 18, claim 18 is rejected on the grounds used in 
rejection of claim 16 above, and claim 18 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that claimed claim 16 above, and is additionally rejected along the 
same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 16. 

As per dependent claim 20, claim 20 is rejected on the grounds used in 
rejection of claim 10 above, and claim 20 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that claimed claim 10 above, and is additionally rejected along the 
same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 10. 

As per dependent claim 22, claim 22 is rejected on the grounds used in 
rejection of claim 2 above, and claim 22 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that claimed claim 2 above, and is additionally rejected along the 
same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 2. 

As per dependent claim 23, claim 23 is rejected on the grounds used in 
rejection of claim 3 above, and claim 23 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
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subject matter as that claimed claim 3 above, and is additionally rejected along the 
same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 3. 

5. It is noted that any citations to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the 
prior art references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to 
be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon 
for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. 
See, MPEP 2123. 



Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 5 June 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Ayers fails to teach internally representing an application 
document in an application, wherein the internal representation is in a format that is 
native to the application, mapping the determined properties of the list into at least one 
of a markup language element... and storing the mapped properties of the list in the 
markup language document. The Office respectfully disagrees. Ayers teaches that a 
file is stored in .abw format, which is native to AbiWord. Specifcally, Ayers teaches: 
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"The most significant difference between AbiWord and nearly every other word 
processor available is the nature of the native file format. An *.abw file is written in XML 
and thus is also in ASCII format; the files can be read by any text editor." See, Ayers, 
page 2, fourth paragraph. Therefore, Ayers teaches the limitation of "a document that 
has been generated by an application that uses a file format that is specific to the 
application", specifically .abw format. Ayers further teaches that the code is the markup 
language mapped from the properties of the document field displayed in the screenshot 
shown on Ayers, page 3. Ayers further teaches saving the document shown in the 
screenshot on Page 3, which creates the saved code that is saved in memory. 



Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is 571-272-4095 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 6:00am-3:30pm. If attempts to reach 
the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Doug Hutton 
can be reached on 571-272-4137. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

8. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
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Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Laurie Ries 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2176 



